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CURRENT DECISIONS 785 

Insurance — Clause Against Sane or Insane Suicide — Recovery by Bene- 
ficiary Where Insured Was too Insane to Realize the Consequences of 
His Act. — An insurance policy contained a clause exempting the insurance com- 
pany from liability for death by sane or insane suicide. The insured committed 
suicide while so insane that he did not know he was taking his life. Held, that 
the beneficiary could recover. Columbian Nat. Life Ins. Co. v. Wood (1921, Ky.) 
236 S. W. 562. 

The generally accepted rule is that a clause exempting the insurer from liability 
in case the insured dies by suicide, either sane or insane, is a valid limitation of 
the liability of the insurer and renders the policy voidable if the insured takes his 
own life. 7 Ann. Cas. 659, note. The majority of courts apply this rule regard- 
less of the degree or character of the insanity. De Gogorza v. Knickerbocker Life 
Ins. Co. (1875) 65 N. Y. 232; Clarke v. Equitable Life Assur. Soc. (1902, 
C. C. A. 4th) 118 Fed. 374- 

Intoxicating Liquors — Revenue Penalty for Failure to Declare. — A reve- 
nue statute imposed a penalty to the value of the merchandise imported on any 
"goods, wares, or chattels" not declared in the manifest. Act of March 2, 1799 
(1 Stat, at L. 646). The defendant brought in some intoxicating liquors in his 
ship, and failed to declare it in his manifest. Held, that he was not liable for the 
penalty, since liquor is no longer "merchandise" in a legal sense. United States v. 
Hana (1921, C. C. A. 9th) 276 Fed. 817. 

This section was originally designed to prevent the fraudulent diminution of 
the revenue income of the government from property which is the lawful subject 
of import and export. See United States v. Sischo (1921, C. C. A. 9th) 270 Fed. 
958, 960. The court very properly effectuated this purpose by its interpretation 
in the instant case. In so doing it also very logically refused to permit the 
government to treat intoxicating liquor as property as against any "owner" or 
dealer, who no longer himself has any property rights in the liquor as against 
the government. Comments (1921) 31 Yale Law Journal, 305, note 12. 
Apparently the law is refusing to consider liquor as "property" for any purpose 
except to punish crime, — and sometimes not even then. People v. Spencer (1921, 
Calif. App.) 201 Pac. 130; (1921) 31 Yale Law Journal, 309. 

Limitation of Action — Effect of Statutes of Limitation Upon Existing 
Rights of Action. — The legislature of Louisiana enacted a statute which provided 
that any action to annul a land patent must be brought within six years of the 
issuance of such patent, or within six years from the date of the act. La. Gen. 
Sts. 1912, ch. 62. The plaintiff sued after the six-year period had elapsed, claiming 
that the statute could have no effect upon an existing right. Held, that the statute 
was valid. Atchafalaya Land Co. Ltd. v. Williams Cypress Co. Ltd. (March 13, 
1922) U. S. Sup. Ct. Oct. Term, 1921, No. 106. 

It is well settled that a statute of limitations applies to rights of action at the 
time it is passed. The situation is the same whether the statute creates a limitation 
where none existed before, or whether it changes one already established. Terry 
v. Anderson (1877) 95 U. S. 628. A reasonable period must be allowed, however, 
for the prosecution of existing causes of action. 21 L. R. A. (n. s.) 157, note. 

Master and Servant— Liability of Owner of Automobile for Son's Negli- 
gent Driving. — The defendant's son, the only licensed driver in the family, while 
on business of his own, negligently drove his father's automobile against the 
plaintiff's buggy, injuring the plaintiff's wife. The plaintiff sued the father. Held, 
that the defendant was not liable as a matter of law. Whitelock v. Dennis (1921 
Md.) 116 Atl. 68. 



